The relations among peer victimization, effortful control, school engagement, and academic achievement were examined in a group of 390 (212 boys and 178 girls) racially diverse (38.20% Latino and 46.70% White) 6-to 10-yearold children. Specifically, a multimethod, multi-informant approach was used in which data were gathered using self-report, peer-report, and teacher-report questionnaires at three points in time: twice during the initial year of the study when children were in first and third grades and once in the fall of their second-grade and fourth-grade years, respectively. Findings showed that peer victimization was negatively correlated with effortful control; however, longitudinal analyses conducted to examine causal priority were inconclusive. Results from structural equation modeling were consistent with the hypotheses that school engagement mediated the relations between peer victimization and academic achievement, as well as between effortful control and academic achievement.
One of the primary tasks of childhood is successful adjustment in the school context, including consistent academic progress across the school years. Unfortunately, for some children, school bullying poses a serious impediment to their success in both the social and academic domains. Specifically, researchers have shown that peer victimization is associated with social (Hodges & Perry, 1999) and psychological (Hawker & Boulton, 2000) problems, as well as the development of negative attitudes toward school, disengagement from classroom activities Ladd, Kochenderfer, & Coleman, 1997) , truancy and school dropout (Hymel, Comfort, Schonert-Reichl, & McDougall, 1996; Parker & Asher, 1987) , and poor academic outcomes (Graham, Bellmore, & Mize, 2006; Wentzel & Asher, 1995) . Moreover, as successful progress through the school years is based on cumulative growth and knowledge, researchers and educators agree that problems in children's social experiences need to be detected as early as possible (Blair, 2002; Eisenberg, Sadovsky, & Spinrad, 2005; Ladd et al., 1997) . Thus, the focus of this study is on children's development during the elementary school years (i.e., Grades 1-4).
The primary premise of this study is that peer victimization operates as a stressor on children's emotional and cognitive resources that interferes with their ability to adapt to, and engage in, the demands of school . Support for this premise can be culled from studies showing that victimized and rejected children are at risk for school adjustment problems, including less frequent participation in classroom activities and lower levels of interest or motivation to succeed in school, which are, in turn, predictive of stunted academic progress and lower academic achievement (Hanish & Guerra, 2002; Ladd, Birch, & Buhs, 1999; Ladd & Burgess, 2001 ). For example, Ladd et al. (1999) found that peer rejection predicted poor academic achievement via decreased classroom engagement and participation even after controlling for the effects of children's family backgrounds and prior cognitive skills. Wentzel (1999) reported a similar association between the quality of children's peer relationships, their attitudes toward school (e.g., whether they liked or disliked school), and their level of school engagement and academic achievement. Thus, we hypothesized that peer victimization, as defined by frequent verbal harassment (e.g., name calling), physical abuse (e.g., being hit, kicked), exclusionary tactics, and getting picked on would predict decreases in academic achievement. Moreover, this association was expected to be mediated by children's disengagement from classroom activities and their school avoidance tendencies.
However, it may also be that peer victimization is linked with lower levels of academic achievement because victimized children lack specific social competencies that not only place them at risk for victimization, but also make it hard for them to engage in, and concentrate on, academic tasks. For instance, the Child Mental Health Foundations and Agencies Network (FAN) found that children who enter school without basic social and emotional competencies are not ready to learn, are less likely to be successful in the early years of school, and are at risk for a variety of behavioral, emotional, and academic problems (Peth-Pierce, 2000) . We propose that children's effortful control skills represent such competencies that could account for both children's risk for peer victimization as well as poor school-related outcomes (Eisenberg et al., 2003; Kochanska & Knaack, 2003) . Specifically, effortful control is a component of emotion regulation that is particularly relevant to academic achievement because it refers to individuals' abilities to attend to relevant information (i.e., shift attention, as well as focus attention) and inhibit socially inappropriate behavior while socially engaging in acceptable or appropriate behaviors (Eisenberg et al., 2005; Rothbart & Bates, 2006) .
Because effortful control processes regulate both emotions and behaviors, its relations to both peer relationships and school readiness (e.g., age-related academic achievement) are evident. For example, as effortful control enables children to adapt their emotions and behaviors to fit changing situations, they tend to be more socially competent (Hughes, Dunn, & White, 1998) and respond in more compassionate and prosocial ways toward their peers (Blair, 2002; Eisenberg et al., 1998) . So, perhaps not surprisingly, children who posses such skills tend to be less vulnerable to peer rejection and victimization (Dearing et al., 2002; Eisenberg et al., 1993; Hanish et al., 2004; Landau & Milich, 1990) .
Likewise, as effortful control skills enable children to sit still for long periods, inhibit inappropriate behavior, and comply with teachers' directives (e.g., focus or shift their attention to teachers and learning activities as needed), high effortful control is predictive of higher academic achievement (Blair, 2002; Coplan, Barber, & Lagace-Seguin, 1999; Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000) . For example, the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development Early Child Care Research Network (2003) found that attention regulation skills of preschool children (54 months of age) were positively related to their reading, math, and linguistic abilities. Conversely, research has shown that children who have difficulty paying attention, following directions, and controlling negative emotions of anger and distress are less successful in school and are at risk for academic problems (Cantwell & Satterfield, 1978; Hinshaw, 1992) . Based on the foregoing arguments, we further hypothesized that effortful control would predict higher academic achievement via higher levels of school engagement (i.e., being able to work independently, as well as enthusiastically engaging in classroom learning activities).
However, it was less clear how peer victimization and effortful control would work conjointly to affect school engagement and academic achievement. On one hand, based on the argument that children high in effortful control skills are socially competent and well liked by peers, it seems likely that effortful control would predict, or precede, the quality of children's relationships such that higher levels of effortful control would be associated with lower risk for peer victimization. In this case, it would be argued that peer victimization might mediate the link between effortful control and school engagement (see Figure 1 top panel) .
However, it could also be argued that effortful control mediates the association between peer victimization and school engagement (see Figure 1 middle panel). Support for this hypothesis can be culled from a key premise that has guided research on peer victimization and school adjustment. Specifically, it is argued that being bullied is an emotionally distressing experience that interferes with children's cognitive processes (e.g., concentration), which would make it difficult to participate effectively in classroom learning activities. For instance, it has been posited that victimized children become so preoccupied with fears, feelings of social alienation, and safety concerns that they have difficulty attending to, and focusing on, school tasks (Hoover & Hazler, 1991; Slee, 1994) . In this case, peer victimization could be viewed as the antecedent to children's attention and regulatory problems; thus, poor effortful control may conceivably be the mediator between victimization and school engagement.
It is also possible that neither effortful control nor peer victimization mediate the effects of the other on school engagement. Instead, they may each make (a) unique, or independent, contributions to the predictions of children's classroom engagement levels (see Figure 1 bottom panel) or (b) overlapping, or redundant, contributions.
Because cross-sectional data tend to lead to biased estimates of meditational processes unless some very restrictive conditions hold, an autoregressive longitudinal design was used to test the mediation models. Specifically, the antecedent, mediator, and outcome variables were all measured at three time points to allow for statistical control of prior levels of the dependent variables (Cole & Maxwell, 2003) . Additionally, multiple measures of each construct were obtained to evaluate the mediated relationships using latent variables to avoid potentially biasing estimates of mediated effects with measurement error (Cole & Maxwell, 2003) . Then, a three-pronged approach was used to test the models: First, we tested measurement models for configural and weak factorial invariance to determine whether the latent variables were measuring the same constructs over time. Second, we tested the hypothesized models in which school engagement mediated the link between peer victimization and academic achievement, as well as between effortful control and academic achievement. Third, the three models shown in Figure 1 were evaluated to determine (a) whether peer victimization mediates that path from effortful control to school engagement, (b) whether effortful control mediates the path between peer victimization and school engagement, or (c) whether peer victimization and effortful control are independent predictors of school engagement.
Method

Participants
The sample was recruited in the fall of 2003 from three school districts that were demographically representative of a major metropolitan area in the southwestern United States and served primarily low-income to middle-income families as measured by percent of students who received free lunches (26%, 56%, 79%, and 95% for the four schools). Parental consent forms describing the project in both English and Spanish were sent home to over 500 families of all children who attended first or third grade (19 firstgrade classrooms and 15 third-grade classrooms). Of these, 439 children received parental permission to participate; complete child and teacher (N = 34) data were collected on 390 students in 2003 (Time 1 [T1]: 212 boys and 178 girls; M age = 7 years, 6 months; SD = 1 year, 1 month; range = 5 years, 4 months, to 10 years, 2 months). The sample was ethnically diverse: 38.20% Latino, 46.70% White, and 15.1% students from other races (i.e., African American, Asian American, Native American, and mixed race). . Because the participating schools had high student mobility rates, recruitment continued at each time point. Specifically, 22 children (5.50% attrition rate: 11 boys and 11 girls) moved from project schools from T1 to T2, and 29 children were added. Thus, at T2, the sample included 397 students (215 boys and 182 girls: 40.30% Latino and 44.80% White). T-tests revealed that that the 22 children who moved to other schools had T1 peer-reported victimization scores significantly higher than those for whom we had peer-reported data at both time points (t[386] For the longitudinal analyses, children were included if we had data for at least two of the three time points. This resulted in a sample of 390 children (211 boys and 179 girls: 40.50% Latino and 44.90% White), 275 of whom had data from all three waves and 115 for whom we had data at two time points.
Procedures
A longitudinal design was used in which children were followed across three time periods from the fall of first and third grades (T1) to the spring of that academic year (T2) and into the fall of their second-and fourth-grade years, respectively (T3). Moreover, a multimethod, multi-informant approach was used whereby data were gathered using self-report and teacherreport questionnaires, as well as peer sociometric methods. Whereas teacher measures were written only in English, child measures were written in both Spanish and English. Moreover, Spanish-speaking graduate students were available to assist children who felt more comfortable conversing in Spanish.
Before administering the questionnaires, children were provided with an overview of the project and informed that (a) their participation was voluntary, (b) there would be no adverse consequence if they chose not to participate, and (c) their responses would be kept confidential. Questionnaires were administered individually to first and second graders in the language of their preference. Specifically, trained interviewers brought students to a quiet place in the school, such as the library or school cafeteria (per the principals' directions), and read the questions aloud in either Spanish or English. To assist the younger students in interpreting and using the Likert scales, graphs and pictures were used to illustrate their choice options. Children's responses were marked by the interviewers to ensure accuracy.
For older children (Grades 3 and 4), whose reading and attention skills were more mature, measures were group administered in classrooms. Children were given instructions by trained interviewers before commencing each questionnaire. Group administrations took about 60 min. When necessary, questionnaires were administered to third and fourth graders individually or in small groups (3-5 students each). This occurred when children required more individualized attention, such as being poor or slow readers or having behavioral problems.
Children were given small gifts for their participation, such as pencils, folders, or water bottles. Teachers were compensated $5 for each set of questionnaires they completed (i.e., $5 for each of their participating students).
Measures
Effortful control. Teachers' reports of children's effortful control were obtained by using items drawn from three subscales of the Child Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ; Rothbart, Ahadi, & Hershey, 1994) : (a) inhibitory control (4 items, such as "can lower his/her voice when asked to do so"), (b) attention shifting (3 items, such as "can easily leave off working on a project if asked"), and (c) attention focusing (3 items, including "when drawing or coloring in a book, shows strong concentration"). A 5-point scale was used ranging from 1 = "really untrue of this child" to 5 = "really true of this child"). The three subscales were created by averaging across their respective items. Reliability alphas for inhibitory control, attention focusing, attention shifting ranged from .80 to .86 across the three waves of data. For analyses in which a composite score was needed, a single effortful control scale was created by averaging attention focusing, attention shifting, and inhibitory control subscales at each time point (see Table 1 for Ms and SDs).
Peer victimization. Peer victimization was assessed using an adapted version of the Multisource Peer Victimization Inventory (MSPVI; Ladd & Kochenderfer-Ladd, 2002) . For this measure, teachers, children, and their peers all responded to the same 4 items: (a) verbal victimization (e.g., kids say mean things to), (b) indirect victimization (e.g., kids say mean things about), (c) physical victimization (e.g., hit, kicked, pushed), and (d) general victimization (e.g., pick on). Children (self and peers) used a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = "never" to 4 = "a lot," whereas teachers used a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = "never" to 5 = "a lot." However, before analyses, the teacher scale was converted to a 4-point scale for consistency across reporters by using the formula y = 4/5x. For self-reported and teacher-reported measures, victimization scores were calculated by averaging across their respective 4 items. For peer reports, the 4 items were standardized and then averaged across peer informants to calculate the composite peer-reported victimization score. Reliability estimates were adequate across informers and time: teacher-report αs ranged from .83 to .90, self-report αs ranged from .75 to .76, and peer-report αs ranged from .87 to .88. Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 1 . Means denoted by different letters indicate sex mean differences at p < .01.
School engagement. Teachers' ratings of their students' independent and enthusiastic participation were used as indicators of children's school engagement, along with self-reports of school avoidance attitudes. Specifically, teachers rated children's independent behavior (5 items; e.g., works independently, is self-directed) and enthusiastic participation in classroom (2 items; e.g., participates willingly in classroom activities) by using a 4-point scale (1 = "not at all" to 4 = "very" or "a lot"). Scores were created by averaging across each scale's respective items. The scales evidenced adequate reliability (independent αs ranged from .88 to .90, and enthusiastic participation αs ranged from .82 to .84); see Table 1 for means and standard deviations.
Children's school avoidant attitudes were measured using 7 items adapted from the School Liking and Avoidance Questionnaire (e.g., "do you wish you did not have to come to school?"; Ladd et al., 1997) using a 4-point scale (1 = "never" to 4 = "a lot"). The items were averaged and adequate reliability was obtained (αs = .61 to .70; see Table 1 for Ms and SDs).
Academic achievement. Teachers rated students' achievement in reading and arithmetic on a 5-point rating scale (1 = "far below grade level," 3 = "at grade level," and 5 = "far above grade level"). A single score of academic progress was created by averaging the two ratings (αs ranged from .92 to .95 across time). Means and standard deviations are reported in Table 1 .
Results
Descriptive analyses confirmed that all means and standard deviations were within reasonable ranges (see Table 1 ). Preliminary analyses included conducting multiple analyses of variance (MANOVAs) to test for sex differences on the various scales, as well as computing correlations to examine the bivariate relations within and among constructs, and also across time and reporters. Structural equation modeling (SEM) was then used to specify the measurement models, assess factorial invariance, and evaluate the hypothesized longitudinal mediation models. Missing data were handled using full information maximum likelihood (FIML; see Enders & Bandalos, 2001) in Mplus. The standard bootstrapping option with 500 draws was employed to estimate the standard errors for the indirect effect estimates; these standard errors were used to assess the significance of the indirect effects and to compute 95th percentile confidence intervals (Shrout & Bolger, 2002) .
Preliminary Analyses
MANOVAs. To allow for the use of all available data, MANOVAs with sex as the independent variable were conducted separately for each time point (T1 N = 390; T2 N = 397; and T3 N = 394). All three omnibus tests were significant at p < .01: T1 F(8, 358) = 3.52; T2 F(8, 372) = 5.17, and T3 F(8, 291) = 3.08. To account for the number of tests, only sex differences significant at p < .01 were interpreted (see Table 1 ). Results from these analyses showed that teachers consistently (i.e., at all three time points) rated girls higher than boys in effortful control. Teachers also tended to rate girls higher than boys on measures of independent participation (statistically significant at T1 and T3) and enthusiastic participation (significant difference at T3 only). In addition, peer reports suggested that boys were more likely to be victimized than girls at T1 and T2; however, self-reports suggested that girls were more vulnerable to harassment (T2 only). No differences were detected for teacher reports of peer victimization, school avoidance, or academic achievement.
Correlations. Correlations among constructs were conducted within time, and stability coefficients were calculated between T1 and T2 (N = 368) and T2 and T3 (N = 305) (see Tables 2 and 3) . Overall, the constructs were moderately to highly stable over time, with the highest correlations emerging within the school year, most likely due to the same teachers and peers reporting at T1 and T2 but then changing from T2 to T3. In other words, stability coefficients were lower for T2 and T3 when children changed grades (e.g., new classes with different teachers and a new composition of peers).
Modest convergence was found among reports of peer victimization, with the strongest agreement being found between teachers and peers at each time point. Moreover, the patterns of correlations were consistent with expectations and tended to hold across both time and informants. For example, effortful control was negatively correlated with peer victimization and school avoidance across time and informants. Moreover, effortful control was positively related to independent behavior, enthusiastic classroom participation, and academic achievement. Also, independent participation and enthusiastic participation were both positively associated with academic achievement and negatively with school avoidant tendencies (with the singular exception of enthusiastic participation and school avoidance at T3). Finally, with minor exceptions, peer victimization was consistently (i.e., across informant and time) negatively related to independent and enthusiastic classroom participation and academic achievement and positively correlated with school avoidance. The exceptions were with the correlations between self-reported victimization and enthusiastic participation at T1 and T3, which, although negative, were not statistically significant. Moreover, peer-reported victimization at T3 was not significantly correlated with school avoidance, although still positive as expected.
Structural Equation Modeling
The hypothesized longitudinal structural equation models were evaluated using Mplus 3.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 2004) with FIML estimation. Prior to testing the proposed models, confirmatory factor analyses were used to assess the measurement models for the latent constructs within time and then to test for factorial invariance over time. In addition to examining the chi-square statistic, which is known to be strongly affected by sample size, model fits were evaluated by using the comparative fit index (CFI) ≥.95, (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 1998) . Measurement models. To examine whether the condition of stationarity was met (i.e., is the same construct being measured over time?), the equivalence of the factor structure (i.e., configural invariance) and the magnitude of the factor pattern coefficients (i.e., metric, or weak, invariance) were examined (see Cole & Maxwell, 2003; Meredith, 1993) . Shared method variance was controlled in this study by allowing two types of error covariances. First, within-trait, cross-wave error covariances were allowed in the models to account for shared variance due to administering the same measures at each time point. Additionally, within-wave error covariances were allowed to correlate to account for shared variance resulting from collecting multiple measures within a wave from a particular reporter (e.g., teacher). In other words, to reduce potential bias due to using the same reporter for multiple indicators, the errors of the indicators from the same reporter were allowed to correlate as recommended by the modification indices (Kenny & Kashy, 1992) .
First, to test for configural invariance, the pattern of factor loadings for each construct were specified to be equivalent across time such that the same indicators of a latent variable were specified at each wave. Then, to test for weak factorial invariance, the magnitude of the respective factor loadings for each latent variable were constrained to be equal across all three waves. The tenability of these constraints was assessed by examining the fit of the constrained models and by comparing the fit of each constrained models with the corresponding configurally invariant model assessed previously. Traditionally, these comparisons of nested models have been conducted using chi-square difference tests. However, due to the sensitivity of this test to sample size and based on more recent recommendations by Cheung and Rensvold (2002) and Chen (2007) , we also examined the δCFI; specifically, if the constraints did not yield a reduction in the CFI exceeding .01, the decrement in fit was considered small.
Fit indices for the measurement models are reported in Table 4 , and the constrained measurement models are presented in Figure 2 [2] = 4.93, p = .09). Moreover, all ∆CFIs < .01; thus, evidence of weak factorial invariance was found for these constructs. In comparison, the decrement in fit resulting from the loading constraints was statistically significant for effortful control (∆c 2 [4] = 15.90, p < .01). However, the ∆CFI < .01 suggested that differences were minor; thus, the meaning of the construct does not appear to be changing over time. Nonetheless, caution is warranted in assuming complete factorial invariance for effortful control because of the possibility that there may be a shifting of importance among indicators over time. The unconstrained measurement models served as the bases for subsequent analyses.
Mediation models. Two mediation models were tested to evaluate the hypotheses that peer victimization and effortful control are both predictive of academic achievement through the effects they have on children's school engagement. In addition to the paths shown in Figure 3 , all constructs (i.e., disturbances) within time were allowed to correlate.
Results from the first model were consistent with the contention that school engagement mediated the link between peer victimization and academic achievement: c 2 (215, N = 390) = 524.87, p < .01, CFI = .93; RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .08. As can be seen in Figure 3 (top panel), the autoregressive paths for peer victimization were all strong and positive. Moreover, after controlling for the stability of school engagement and academic achievement, the path from T1 peer victimization to T2 school engagement was negative and statistically significant, and the path from T2 school engagement to T3 academic achievement was positive and Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean squared residual. Results for the four measurement models. PV = latent variable for peer victimization; EC = latent variable for effortful control; ENG = latent variable for school engagement; and ACH = latent variable for academic achievement. Indicators for latent variables: PV (T = teacher report; S = self-report; P = peer report); EC (S = attention shifting; F = attention focusing; C = inhibitory control); ENG (I = independent participation; E = enthusiastic participation; A = school avoidance); and ACH (R = reading; M = math). All indicators loaded significantly on their respective latent variables. Figure 3. The top model shows that school engagement mediates the link between peer victimization and academic achievement. Based on bootstrapped standard errors, both standardized (-.32) and unstandardized (-.35) estimates of this indirect effect were statistically significant, with a 95th percentile confidence interval of -.61 to -.18 for the unstandardized indirect effect. The bottom model shows that school engagement mediates the link between effortful control and academic achievement. Both standardized (.33) and unstandardized (.36) estimates of this indirect effect were statistically significant, with a bootstrap 95th percentile confidence interval of .22 to .54 for the unstandardized indirect effect. All paths are statistically significant at p < .05. statistically significant. Based on bootstrapped standard errors, both standardized (-.32) and unstandardized (-.35) estimates of this indirect effect were statistically significant, with a 95th percentile confidence interval of -.61 to -.18 for the unstandardized indirect effect. Consistent with expectations, higher levels of peer victimization at T1 predicted lower levels of academic achievement at T3 via lower levels of school engagement at T2.
Likewise, results from the second model were consistent with the hypothesis that effortful control is associated with academic achievement through the effects such experiences have on children's school engagement: c 2 (216, N = 390) = 447.53, p < .01, CFI = .96; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .07). As illustrated in Figure 3 (bottom panel), the autoregressive paths for effortful control were positive, and, after controlling for the stability in school engagement and academic achievement, significant paths showed that higher levels of T1 effortful control were positively predictive of school engagement at T2, and higher school engagement at T2 predicted greater levels of academic achievement at T3. Both standardized (.33) and unstandardized (.36) estimates of this indirect effect were statistically significant, with a bootstrap 95th percentile confidence interval of .22 to .54 for the unstandardized indirect effect.
Lastly, we sought to determine which, if any, of the three models represented in Figure 1 were supported by the data. We began by testing the model in which peer victimization was hypothesized to mediate the link between effortful control and school engagement. In addition to the paths shown in the top panel of Figure 1 , a direct path was tested from T1 effortful control to T3 school engagement. Moreover, autoregressive paths were specified for effortful control, peer victimization, and school engagement, all exogenous factors were allowed to correlate, and significant covariance and residual covariances between constructs were permitted within wave as were correlations between disturbance terms across time. This model, shown in Figure 4 , evidenced a good fit to the data: c 2 (281, N = 390) = 550.27, p < . 001, CFI = .95; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .07. However, evidence was not obtained for the hypotheses that peer victimization mediated the association between effortful control and school engagement (i.e., insignificant path estimates). Instead, results indicated a significant direct effect from T1 effortful control to T3 school engagement.
Next, we tested the model in which effortful control was specified as the mediator of the association between peer victimization and school engagement. In addition to the paths shown in the middle panel of Figure 1 , a direct path was tested from T1 peer victimization to T3 school engagement. As before, autoregressive paths were specified for effortful control, peer victimization, and school engagement, all exogenous factors were allowed to correlate, and significant covariance and residual covariances between constructs were permitted within wave as were correlations between disturbance terms across time. This model, presented in Figure 5 , evidenced a good fit to the data: c 2 (278, N = 390) = 514.95, p < .001, CFI = .96; RMSEA = .05; SRMR = .05. Although a significant direct negative path was found from T1 peer victimization to T3 school engagement, no support was obtained for the hypothesis that effortful control mediates the path from peer victimization to school engagement (i.e., paths from T1 victimization to T2 effortful control and from T2 effortful control to T3 school engagement were not statistically significant). However, the significant path from T2 peer victimization to T3 effortful control suggests that victimization may have delayed effects on effortful control. Specifically, higher levels of victimization at T2 predicted lower teacher ratings of effortful control at T3 (see Figure 5) . Finally, a model was evaluated to determine whether peer victimization and effortful control make independent or overlapping contributions to predictions of school engagement. Again, autoregressive paths were specified for effortful control and peer victimization, all exogenous factors were allowed to correlate, and significant covariance and residual covariances between constructs were permitted within wave as were correlations between disturbance terms across time. After accounting for the stability of school engagement, T2 and T3 school engagement were predicted from earlier levels of peer victimization and effortful control (see Figure 6 ). This Model in which only a direct effect was found from effortful control to school engagement; that is, no evidence that peer victimization mediated this link was obtained. Solid arrows denote significant paths, whereas dotted arrows indicate specified, but nonsignificant, paths. Figure 5 . Model in which a direct effect for effortful control was found from peer victimization to school engagement. Solid arrows denote significant paths, whereas dotted arrows indicate specified, but nonsignificant, paths. model fit the data well: c 2 (271, N = 390) = 465.88, p < .001, CFI = .96; RMSEA = .04; SRMR = .05. Further, results indicated that both T1 effortful control and peer victimization made independent contributions to predictions of T2 school engagement. However, only T2 effortful control contributed uniquely to predictions of T3 school engagement after accounting for peer victimization.
Discussion
Results from this investigation add to a growing body of research linking peer relationships to children's academic achievement (Ladd et al., 1997; Wentzel, 1999; Wentzel & Asher, 1995) . However, while previous studies focus primarily on the link between peer rejection or acceptance and academic achievement (see Buhs, Ladd, & Herald, 2006) , this is one of the first studies to show that peer victimization disrupts children's learning and academic achievement. Moreover, this study offers at least one potential mechanism for this link: namely, the effects of peer victimization on children's classroom engagement. In fact, not only was peer victimization concurrently and predictively associated with classroom engagement, it was also a unique predictor of engagement after controlling for the effects of effortful control (albeit only from T1 to T2). This finding is particularly illuminating as effortful control skills are well-established prerequisites to school engagement and academic progress (Blair, 2002; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2003) ; thus, results suggesting that peer victimization could interfere with this link clearly warrant researchers' attention.
Findings demonstrated that peer victimization was associated with school disengagement and low academic achievement both concurrently (at all time points) and predictively. Moreover, these associations were found whether victimization was assessed via teacher reports, peer reports, or self-reports. Such findings are consistent with researchers' contentions that peer interactions are important for children's cognitive development. Specifically, it has been argued that peers provide access to important learning opportunities and resources in addition to providing direct aid and emotional support during challenging tasks (see Ladd, 2005) . In fact, prior studies have shown that children who are rejected by their classmates tend to be excluded from peer activities (Buhs et al., 2006; Ladd, Price, & Hart, 1990) , develop lower academic self-concepts (Flook, Repetti, & Ullman, 2005) , and disengage from classroom activities (Ladd, Herald-Brown, & Reiser, 2008) . Current longitudinal findings suggest that peer victimization may play a role similar to peer rejection, such that more frequent peer victimization predicted scholastic disengagement and, in turn, lower academic achievement.
Although it is possible that children's disengagement is not voluntary (i.e., victimized children may be prevented by their peers from participating in classroom activities), engagement, in this study, was defined in terms of the child's personal behavior (working independently) and attitudes (willingness/enthusiasm to engage vs. desire to avoid school). Thus, although future studies may benefit from examining the degree to which victimized children may be excluded from classroom learning opportunities, current findings suggest that it may be equally important to consider that victimizing experiences at school may reduce children's motivation to engage in academic-related activities.
It is also possible that the emotional experience of being bullied undermines children's ability to engage effectively in classroom activities by interfering with their effortful control functioning. While support for this supposition is tentative, there is some preliminary evidence to suggest that this could be occurring. For example, peer victimization was negatively correlated with effortful control at each time point, and effortful control was predictive of school engagement and academic achievement. Also, while the evidence for determining causal priority was far from conclusive, some support could be culled for the argument that peer victimization affects children's effortful control skills as opposed to the other way around. Specifically, peer victimization (T2) predicted decreases in teachers' ratings of effortful control, whereas earlier levels of effortful control never predicted changes in peer victimization. Additionally, although SEM failed to find that effortful control mediated the link between peer victimization to school engagement, the fact that the path from T2 victimization to T3 school engagement became nonsignificant after controlling for effortful control suggests at least some partial mediation.
Although children's emotional responses to peer victimization were not assessed in this study, current findings are consistent with prior conclusions that peer victimization is an emotionally disturbing experience that may undermine children's cognitive and behavioral functioning. For example, Kochenderfer-Ladd (2004) found that the intensity and type (i.e., anger, fear) of emotional responses to peer victimization influenced the effectiveness of children's coping strategies. It could be speculated that the same types of emotional processes (e.g., type, intensity) that undermine children's coping effectiveness may also reduce children's ability to attend to, and focus on, academic tasks, especially following a bullying episode or after being threatened with an imminent attack. Future investigations would be needed to determine whether such emotional mechanisms may underlie this link between victimization and effortful control.
Although evidence was not found to support the contention that effortful control deficits pose a risk for peer victimization, it would be premature to rule out such a possibility. It remains quite plausible that children who have difficulty with inhibitory control (e.g., by displaying externalizing or aggressive behaviors) as opposed to attention deficits (e.g., not listening to the teacher) may be at risk for peer victimization, because such behaviors may be more salient to peers and personally threatening, whereas attention problems may be more disruptive and frustrating for teachers. Thus, researchers may want to consider examining aspects of effortful control separately when determining the risk posed by lack of these regulatory skills.
Although additional research clearly is needed, findings from this study have important implications for professionals working with children who appear to be lacking important effortful control skills. First, findings highlight the importance of effortful control skills in children's school engagement and subsequent academic progress; that is, longitudinal findings demonstrated that effortful control predicted greater academic progress via more independent and enthusiastic classroom participation. Moreover, this link was found even after controlling for children's social situations (i.e. peer victimization). Thus, children truly lacking effortful skills may not be ready for the challenges of school, and so it would be particularly important to coach young children in these skills as early in their school experiences as possible to ensure they are capable of taking advantage of the learning opportunities afforded them.
Second, professionals working with children showing effortful control deficiencies may need to consider the types of social interactions such children may be experiencing. For example, if children are being bullied by their classmates, the emotional distress of facing abusive peers every day may be interfering with their ability to pay attention in class and to engage in socially and academically appropriate behaviors. In other words, it may not be that these children lack understanding or knowledge of effortful control skills, but rather their emotional and cognitive resources may be overwhelmed by the experience of peer victimization, thereby preventing them from using those skills effectively. Thus, it would be important to understand if specific children's lack of effortful control in the classroom is indicative of an impulsive temperament that needs tempering or is situationally determined and the emphasis should be placed on stopping the stressful event (i.e., bullying).
Together, findings from this longitudinal study contribute to the peer victimization literature in several important and innovative ways. For instance, this is one of the first studies to demonstrate that peer victimization is linked to school achievement longitudinally. Moreover, findings demonstrate that the link between victimization and academic achievement is mediated through children's independent participation and willing engagement in classroom activities. Results also suggest that effortful control plays an important role in the link between victimization and school engagement, although evidence of causal priority was inconclusive and the specific role effortful control plays needs further investigation.
Moreover, this investigation offered significant improvements over prior research, such as using multiple reporters (i.e., child, peer, and teacher) to minimize rater bias and to capture multiple perspectives of the same phenomenon, and multiple time points to allow for stronger tests of mediation. Moreover, findings from this study offer additional support for the importance of effortful control skills in children's social and academic functioning.
However, as with all correlational designs, limitations should be noted. For example, although multiple reporters were used to assess peer victimization, most other data were obtained via teacher reports. Thus, the reliance on teacher ratings of their students' effortful control, classroom engagement, and academic achievement may have overestimated some of the links due to shared method variance. For example, teachers' perceptions of their students' level of engagement or academic performance may produce a halo effect such that high achievers are perceived as high in effortful control. Thus, researchers may want to use multiple informants of children's effortful control skills. The use of multiple informants would also help determine whether perceived deficits are limited to specific contexts (e.g., a single classroom, or environments where child is being victimized or threatened) or school in general, or whether deficits indicate a more global regulation problem. Likewise, it may be important to gather more objective assessments of children's academic achievement, such as by obtaining official school grades (especially from multiple teachers) or results from large-scale normative tests.
In sum, the findings address a significant gap in our understanding of how peer victimization may interfere with children's academic achievement. Moreover, the results from the current study raise several interesting directions for future research.
